RIDGE ROAD EXTENSION
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT CORPS OF ENGINEERS
10117 PRINCESS PALM AVENUE, SUITE 120
TAMPA, FLORIDA 33610

August §, 2013
REPLY TO .
ATTENTION OF

Tampa Permits Section
SAI-2011-00551 (IP-TEH)

Ms. Georgianne Ratliff
Ratlitf Consulting Group, LLC
11300 Suncreek Place

Tampa, Florida 33617

Mr. John Post, Jr.

Florida Department of Transportation
Florida's Turnpike Enterprise

Post Office Box 613069

Ocoee, Florida 34761

Dear Ms. Ratliff and Mr. Post:

This is in reference to your permit application requesting authorization from the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) to impact waters of the United States in association with
- ot |- Y3 . H s o {y

3

Project Purpose

According to Corps Regulations, 33 C.F.R. §325 Appendix B, Paragraph 9.b.(4), the
Corps must independently define the overall project purpose for both National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) and Clean Water Act (CWA) with input from the applicant, the public, and
other Federal Agencies. The Corps defined the project purpose in accordance with our
regulations and with input from Pasco County. On September 29, 2011, the Corps attached a
drafi public notice and associated public notice drawings to an email to Pasco County with the
subject line “RRE ~ draft public notice verification of factual accuracy” in which the Corps
stated:

Please find attached a drafl of the public notice we plan to publish
for this project. I have also attached the set of drawings/maps that
will accompany the public notice. It is important to present
concise and accurate information in the public notice. Please
verify the factual accuracy of the information featured in this draft
by no later than October 7, 2011.
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The alternatives analysis featured in an attachment to the September 29, 2011 ¢
alternatives that included SR-

l'o improve east-west roadway capacity between US-19 and US-41
and enhance overall mobility in both west and central Pasco
County in accordance with the County's current Comprehensive
Plan and the Metropolitan Planning Organization’s Long Range
Transportation Plan. The project will also provide additional
roadway capacity and improved routing away from-oastal hazard
areas and improve hurricane evacuation clearance times in the
event of a hurricane or other major weather-related occurrence in
accordance with State of Florida requirements and the County's

52. SR-34 and Tower Road (see Figure 1, below

To improve east-west roadway capacity and enhanc overail mobility within the
area bounded by SR-52 to the north, SR-34 1o the south, US-41 to the east, and
Moon Lake Road / DeCubellis Road / Starkey Boulevard to the west in
accordance with the County's current Comprehensive Plan and the Meteopolitan
Planning Organization’s Long Range Transportation Plan, The project will also
provide additional roadway capacity and improved routing away from coastal
hazard arcas and improve hurricane evacuation clearance times in the event of a
hurricane or other major weather-related occurrence in accordance with State of
Florida requirements and the County's curren{ Comprehensive Plan.
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EULAL Oy Composits of Alternatives

n suppori of this revision, vou note that the proposed Ridge Road Extension is featured in
Pasco Coumv s Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP). While the Corps recognizes the role of the LRTP in the
County’s planning process, the mere existence of the proposed Ridge Road Extension in the plan doees not eliminate
the possibility of reasonable alternatives worthy of further evaluation. Many of the project alternatives you have
heen asked 1o evaluate are featured, in some form or fashion, in the LRTP.

You further offer that the Institute of Traffic Engineers recommends that arterial roadways be spaced a minimum of
every one mile in rural areas and note that SR-32 and SR-54 are 10 miles apart. This recommendation of the
institute of Traffic Engineers does not climinate the need to evaluate alternatives that may not be centrally located.
bul that may improve cast-west roadway capacity, enhance overall mobility, and improve hurricane ¢vacuation
clearance times. Pasco County also notes that the extension of Ridge Road was contemplated during the cvaluation
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Practicable Alternatives

In correspondence dated April 24,
. N 15,

The Corps has reconsidered this
information, as follows, in light of the discussions at our recent meeting.

You proposed the elimination of alternatives from further analysis that exceed 125% of

the cost of the proposed project, resulting in the elimination of 12 alternatives based on this
factor alone.” This threshold is based on the contingency cost allowance of 25% emploved by

the FDOT. The Corps believes that elimination of alternatives that are featured in whole or part

oit the Cost AfTordable Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) is inappropriate. The vast
majorily of project alternatives are featured in whole or part on the Cost Affordable LRTP. The
Guidelines require an analysis of all alternatives which are reasonable in terms of the overall
scope and cost of the proposed project. Your calculations indicate that construction of elevated
lanes on SR-32 and SR-54 would be very costly ($746 million and $1.3 billion, respectively) in
comparison 1o the $65 million cost of the proposed project. The Corps finds the cost of elevating
SR-52 and SR-534 to be unreasonable in terms of the overall scope and cost of the proposed
project and therefore determined that those alternatives:

You preposed the elimination of alternatives from further analysis that exceed the
average amount of residential and business impacts for the identified project alternatives,
resulting in the elimination of 10 alternatives. Given alternatives of roughly 8 miles in length.

of the Suncoast Markway (SAJ-1996-4305) project and offers this as support for revision of the project purpose.
Although Ridge Road was contemplated during the cvalvation of the Suncoast Parkway, the Suncoast Parkway
permit was limited to permitting of the Suncoast Parkway. The Suncoast Parkway permit docs not obviate the need
to fully evaluate the Ridge Road permit under the CWA, NEPA, or Corps regulations, or serve to narrow the project
purpose in such a way as to preclude the review of off-site aliernatives.

? The Corps alse notes that you propose to eliminate alternatives as impracticable based solely an construction costs.
As there are many other project factors that affect cost (right-of~way acquisition, design, compensatory mitigation,
cie.), the Corps finds it inappropriate to consider further elimination of alternatives based solely on construction
costs. Also, further comparison of alternatives based on cost must not include those that are not the responsibility of
Pasco County {e.g., costs that are the responsibility of a developer per 2 development order/agreement resulting from
a Development of Regional Impact or Master Planned Unit Development). For example, costs associated with
Bexley Ranch, Starkey Ranch, and the Legacy development that are the responsibility of the developer, which
include construction costs and/or providing right-of-way for large portions of Tower Road and SR-54, should not be
considered in Pasco Couniy’s cost of development. Additionally, the Metropolitan Planming Organization’s 2012
List of Priority Projects states that advanced right-of-way purchases will be made in 2015-2016 for the portion of
SR-52 east of the Suncoast Parkway for widening from 2 {0 6 lanes and features interchange improvements related
to the project alternatives and their costs. To the extent that these costs are not incurred by Pasco County, they
should not facior into Pasco County’s cost analysis.,
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the “average” alternative requires only 2.5 residential/business impacts per mile. The Corps
{inds the elimination of alternatives from further analysis based on the average amount of
residential and business impacts for the identified project alternatives to be arbitrary in nature.
You have not explained why exceeding such a threshold renders an alternative impracticable.
Also, the range of impacts to residences and businesses (i.e., 0-43, excludmg Alternative 6B) is
modest for alternatives of this length in a rapidly developmg co . you have
determined that the residential/business impacts associated with f your April
15, 2013 submittal renders these allernatives impracticable, but these alternatives are featured in
whole or in part on the LRTP, which appears to be inconsistent with your determination

This alternative would iropact 144 residences, which far exceeds the impacts of any other
alternative. The high number of impacts is due to the fact that Alternative 6B would traverse
through an existing subdivision south of the proposed alignment near the western terminus. The
Corps finds the high number of impacts associated with Alternative 6B unreasonable in terms of

fogistics with respect to the o

verall scope of the proposed project and therefore determined that

You proposed the elimination of altematives from further analysis that require major
modifications to interchanges or bridges. Specifically, you state that SR-52 and SR-34 cannot be
widened past the 6 lanes given the constraints of the Suncoast Parkway. The Corps finds that use
of transitional zones outside the constraints of the Suncoast Parkway renders such alternatives
practicable. Underpasses of the Suncoast Parkway could also be modified to accommodate
additional lancs or the Suncoast Parkway d be brid ated that
these possibilities are impracticable.

You proposed the elimination of alternatives from further analysis that involve the
construction of Tower Road based on easement issues associated with a Tampa Bay Water
(TBW) utility line. You based this in part on TBW’s guidance that its utility line cannot extend
maore than 500 feet under or run parallel to pavement or concrete. Per Pasco County’s provided
cross-sections, the right-of-way for a 4-lane Tower Road is 136.5 feet; therefore, perpendicular

* For the same reason, the Corps does not consider construction of a 4-lane Tower Road east of the CSX rail line,
which will impact 20 residential properties, to be impracticable.

* This information may be used to compare alternatives in the fid] alternatives analysis.
* The Pasco County Metropolitan Planning Organization 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan anticipates including
a new bridge over the Suncoast Parkway in the development of Tower Road. The Corps has determined that this

demonstrates the practicability of constructing a bridge over the Suncoast Parkway for Tower Road and potentially
for other alternatives.
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crassings of the TBW unmy lme are pracmable Additionally,
that call for the const

many planning documents exist

The Corps is committed to providing any assistance you may need as you prepare the
alternatives analysis and other outstanding information. You may find the attached guidance
document helpful in preparing the alternatives analysis

A full response to the Corps™ July 23, 2012 Request for Additional information letter
must be provided (o the Corps no later than Sepiember 30, 2013. If you do not respond with the
requested information or a justification why additional time is necessary, then your application

" The Corps notes that a perpendicular crossing of the TBW utility line is planned within the Starkey Ranch
development near Gunn Highway. Additionally, the portions of the Tower Road that paralle] TBW's utility line
within the Bexley Ranch development were coordinated with Newland Communities and TBW and it was
determined that installing protective casings at future road crossings with the Bexley Ranch development would be
sufficient for TBW.

® The 2035 LRTP, published December 10, 2009, features the future construction of Tower Road. The Development
Order for Bexley Ranch, authorized by Pasco County on April 7, 2008, requires the developer to construct Tower
Road through the propeny and eastward to US-41. The Development Agreement for the Starkey Ranch Master
Planned Unit Development, authorized by Pasco County on November [5, 2012, requires the construction of Tower
Road from its western to eastern property boundary. The Development Apreement for the Legacy Development,
authorized by Pasco Coumty on December 13, 2009, requires the developer to donate right-of-way along the project
boundary for the future construction of Tower Road. These Development Orders and Agreements require the
construction andfor allocation of right-of-way for roughly 90% of the alignment for the Tower Road alternative.

¥ As FDOT intends to begin widening SR-54 from 4 to 6 lanes between the Suncoast Parkway and US-41 in July
2{) 14, this widening should be considered as part of the no-action alternative. PEuase redefine project alternatives 4.
3, 12, and 14 accordingly.

0§ .p. adding 2 lanes to SR-52 and 2 lanes to SR-34, for a total of 4 lanes, ete.
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will be considered withdrawn or a final decision will be made, whichever is appropriate, If
additional time is requested, the district engineer will either grant the time, make a final decision,
or consider the application withdrawn,

If you have any additional questions or concerns, please contact Tracy Hurst at 813-769-
7063, or by email at Tracy.E.Hurst@usace.army.mil.

Sincerely,

Donalti\%/“ Kinard
Chief, Regulatory Division
Enclosure

Alternatives Analysis Process guidance document

CF: (w/encl):

Ms. Michele Baker, Pasco County Board of County Commissioners, 7530 Little Road, Suite 320,
New Port Richey, Florida 34654

Mr. Ron Miedema, Wetlands and Marine Regulatory Section, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, 61 Forsyth Street, Atlanta, Georgia 30303-8960
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